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Dear Sirs: 

Appellants hereby appeal the decision of the primary examiner mailed March 17, 2008. 
The Appeal Board is thanked for their review of the application. 


I. Real Party In Interest 

The real party in interest is HALO50 L.L.C., a limited liability corporation of the state of 
Nevada, the assignee of all rights, title and interest in the present application from applicants 
Henry Gene Ramirez and Gabriel A. Ramirez recorded in the United States Patent and 
Trademark Office at reel/frame 021376/0839. 


II. Related Appeals And Interferences 

Based upon information and belief, there are no appeals or interferences that could 
directly affect or be directly affected by or have a bearing on the decision by the Board of Patent 
Appeals and Interferences in the pending appeal. 


III. Status Of The Claims 

The final rejection of Claims 4-13 is being appealed. These appealed claims are 
reproduced in the Claims Appendix hereto. Original claims 4-13 remain in the present 
application. Status of the claims is as follows: 

a) Claims 1-3 have been previously withdrawn. 

b) Claim 4-13 have been rejected. 

c) All rejected claims 4-13 are being appealed. 
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IV. Status Of The Amendments 

A Response After Final has been filed since the mailing on March 17, 2008 of the final 
Office Action herein. The Response After Final was filed August 16, 2008 along with terminal 
disclaimers and Declarations which are all hereby incorporated by reference. 


V. Summary Of The Claimed Subject Matter 
A. Regarding Independent Claim 4 

The appealed independent Claim 4 relates to a gun chamber for a 50 caliber weapon 
having particular dimensions to enable optimal performance. (See paragraph 0017). Optimal 50 
caliber weapons enable more widespread use of these weapons in military and law enforcement 
use. Governmental costs associated with the manufacture and transport of weapons and 
ammunition associated with this gun chamber will be dramatically reduced. Lastly, United 
States civilian and service members' lives will be saved by the use of such gun chambers. (See 
paragraph 0017-0019). 

Particularly, Claim 4 of the present invention details the components of the gun chamber 
and specifies that the case section length. (See paragraphs 0019 and 0027). This gun chamber is 
unique in that the case section length is dependent upon water weight volume of the cartridge 
case, the bore diameter of the gun barrel and the weight of the bullet . (See paragraphs 0019 and 
0027). 

Other systems do not appear to contemplate the use of water weight in the determination 
of case length. Thus, while other systems may propose "efficient" cartridges with corresponding 
case length, the optimal case section length as disclosed in the present invention is nonobvious 
and depends heavily upon water weight of the case. Since the case is not cylindrical the water 
weight factor is of extreme importance. 
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In particular, Claim 4 states "A gun chamber for use with a gun action and barrel, and 
configured for accepting a 50 caliber gun cartridge having a proximal and distal end for 
propelling a bullet of a pre-determined weight, the gun chamber comprising: a case section 
proximal to the gun action and configured for housing a cartridge case having a diameter of 
approximately 0.688 inches at the distal end; a free bore section proximal to the barrel and 
distal end of the cartridge case; a shoulder section at the proximal end angling inward from the 
case section; and a neck portion located between the shoulder section and the free bore section 
wherein the neck portion is configured for accepting a cartridge having a mouth with a bore 
diameter of approximately .510 inches for accepting a bullet; and wherein the length of the case 
section is dependant upon water weight volume of the cartridge case, the bore diameter of 
the gun barrel, and the weight of the bullet" (Emphasis Added). (See paragraph 0019). 


B. Regarding Independent Claim 9 

The appealed independent Claim 9 relates to the manufacture of the gun chamber of 
Claim 4. (See paragraph 0017). As previously noted, optimal 50 caliber weapons enable more 
widespread use of these weapons in military and law enforcement use. Governmental costs 
associated with the manufacture and transport of weapons and ammunition associated with this 
gun chamber will be dramatically reduced. Lastly, United States civilian and service members' 
lives will be saved by the use of such gun chambers. (See paragraph 0017-0019). 

Particularly, Claim 9 of the present invention details the forming of components of the 
gun chamber and specifies that the case section length. (See paragraphs 0019 and 0027). This 
formed gun chamber is unique in that the case section length is dependent upon water weight 
volume of the cartridge case, the bore diameter of the gun barrel and the weight of the bullet. 
(See paragraphs 0019 and 0027). 

Other systems do not appear to contemplate the use of water weight in the determination 
of case length when fabricating a gun chamber. Thus, while other systems may propose 
"efficient" cartridges with corresponding case length, the optimal case section length as 
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disclosed in the present invention is nonobvious and depends heavily upon water weight of the 
case. Since the case is not cylindrical, the water weight factor is of extreme importance. 

In particular, Claim 9 states "A method for fabricating a gun chamber for use with a 
gun action and barrel, and configured for accepting a 50 caliber gun cartridge having a proximal 
and distal end for propelling a bullet of a pre-determined weight, the method comprising: 
forming a case section proximal to the gun action and configured for housing a cartridge case 
having a diameter of approximately 0.688 inches at the distal end; forming a free bore 
section proximal to the barrel and distal end of the cartridge case; forming a shoulder section at 
the proximal end angling inward from the case section; and forming a neck portion located 
between the shoulder section and the free bore section wherein the neck portion is configured for 
accepting a cartridge having a mouth with a bore diameter of approximately .510 inches for 
accepting a bullet; and wherein the length of the case section is dependant upon water weight 
volume of the cartridge case, the bore diameter of the gun barrel, and the weight of the 
bullet." (Emphasis Added). (See paragraph 0019). 

C. Regarding Dependent Claims 5-8, and 10-13 

Claims 5 and 10 state "wherein the water weight volume of the casing in grains 
multiplied by the bore diameter of the mouth in thousandths of an inch divided by the weight of 
the bullet in grains is greater than or equal to 1 10 and less than or equal to 145." (See paragraph 
0019). 

Claims 6 and 1 1 add that "the shoulder section angles inward at angle of 25 to 30 
degrees." (See paragraphs 0028-0029). 

Claims 7 and 12 further limit by stating that the "a sum of the case section, the shoulder 
section, the neck section and the free bore section has a maximum total length of 4.0 inches." 
(See claim 7 as originally filed). 
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Claims 8 and 13 go on to state that "the case section has a length ranging from 1.9 inches 
to 2.5 inches." (See claim 8 as originally filed). 

Appellants assert that all pending Claims 4-13 are novel and non-obvious over the cited 
art for all the reasons given below. 

VI. Grounds of Rejection to Reviewed on Appeal 

The Board is being asked to review the final rejection of Claims 4-13 under 35 U.S. C. 
1 12, and under 35 U.S.C. 103 as being unpatentable over Jamison (US 5,970,879). 

VII. Remarks/ Arguments 

Appellants thank the Appeal Board for the review of this Appeal Brief. Appellants will 
now address the patentability of the present invention, with particular attention paid to the 
rejections made by the Examiner in response to the Amendment dated January 9, 2008, which is 
hereby incorporated by reference. Additionally, the Response After Final dated August 16, 2008 
is likewise incorporated by reference. 

For the sake of clarity, Appellants have divided the arguments into various subsections; 
however, this is not intended to be limiting of the arguments contained therein. Thus, arguments 
in one subsection may be applied to all applicable subsections. 

A. Response to Objection of the Specification 


In the Final Office Action dated March 17, 2008, the Examiner objected to the 

specification "as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for the claimed subject matter. . . 

Correction of the following is required: the specification contains no antecedent basis for the 
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limitation 'wherein the length of the case section is dependent upon water weight volume of the 
cartridge case, the bore diameter of the gun barrel, and the weight of the bullet.' In particular, it 
is noted that this limitation relates to the length of the case section , whereas the limitation in 
Claims 5 and 10 relate to an overall range of values that those variables contain." 

Appellants respectfully direct the Appeal Board's attention to pages 12-13 of the 
specification which includes a detailed table illustrating sixteen alternative embodiments of 50 
caliber cartridges having a 30 degree shoulder, and showing, by example, the respective 
Efficiency Ratings of the various case lengths; Case (Length) being dependent on Case Capacity 
(measured by Water Weight) which is a function of at least the Bore (Diameter) and Bullet 
Weight. Appellants also wish to note that Claim 4 as originally filed in the present application 
substantially recites the objected claimed limitation. 


B. Response to Rejection of the Claims Under 35 USC §112 

Also in the Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 4-13 under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, first 
paragraph, as failing to comply with the enablement requirement. The examiner has stated that 
"The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the specification in such a way 
as to enable one skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, 
to make and/or use the invention. In particular, the last limitation of claim 4 states, 'the length of 
the case section is dependent upon water weight volume of the casing, the bore diameter of the 
gun barrel, and the weight of the bullet.' There is no indication, in the specification or claims, as 
to how it depends on these variables, and further, what value might be specified by these 
variables. As such it is indefinite." 
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Appellants respectfully submit that with respect to the recitation of "length of the case 
section . . .", Claim 4 is compliant with 35 U.S.C. 1 12 for the reasons discussed above. Hence, 
Dependent Claims 5-8 are also in compliance with 35 U.S.C. 1 12. Base Claim 9 is also in 
compliance as for the same reasons as Claim 4; hence, Dependent Claims 10-13 are also in 
compliance with 35 U.S.C. 112 

The Examiner has also stated ". . .no actual cartridge cases is positively claimed. Thus 
any limitations on the water weight volume, bore diameter of the mouth, or the weight of the 
bullet are irrelevant except to define what the gun chamber is capable of use with (as it applies to 
claims 4, 5, 9, and 10). . .Although this rejection was previously withdrawn, it was withdrawn in 
error because of the other 1 12 rejection that was resolved." 

Appellants wish to point out that because of the precise chamber/cartridge fit needed for 
safe and accurate discharge of firearms, chamber dimensions and cartridges dimensions are 
essentially synonymous. Hence, virtually all limitations related to case cartridge dimension(s) 
will at least indirectly impact the respective chamber dimension(s). Accordingly, Claim 4 
appropriately recites multiple case cartridge limitations, for example, "... accepting a 50 caliber 
gun cartridge . . . housing a cartridge case ... of the cartridge case . . . configured for accepting a 
cartridge . . . water weight volume of the cartridge case". 

C. Response to Rejection on the Ground of Double Patenting 


Claims 4-13 were rejected on the ground of nonstatutory obviousness-type double 
patenting as being unpatentable over claims 1-8 of U.S. Patent No. 6,532,876 and claims 1-2 of 
U.S. Patent No. 6,679,150. The Examiner states "Although the conflicting claims are not 
identical, they are not patentable distinct from each other because they relate to corresponding 
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components (or methods therefore) defined in exactly the same manner. The gun cartridge and 
gun chamber must be built to fit one another, and both sets of claims define the same sets of 
measurements - the older patent thus fully implies the claims of the present invention. 
Additionally, claim 4 of the present invention is broader than claim 1 of the '876 patent in that it 
does not specify case length of shoulder angle." 

With respect to the nonstatutory obviousness-type double patenting rejection, two 
terminal disclaimers were filed with the August 16, 2008 Response After Final. These terminal 
disclaimers are likewise reproduced herein. Appellants respectfully request withdrawal of the 
rejection. 


D. Response to Rejection of the Claims Under 35 USC §103 

Also in this Office Action, the Examiner rejected Claims 4-13 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Jamison (USP 5,970,879). 


The Examiner states that "Jamison discloses a gun chamber (figure 2 element 16) for use 
with a gun action and barrel and configured for accepting a gun cartridge having a proximal and 
distal end for propelling a bullet of a pre-determined weight, the gun chamber having a case 
section (near the element number 16) proximal to the gun action and configured for housing a 
cartridge case, a free bore section (41) proximal to the barrel and distal end of the cartridge case, 
a shoulder section (angled section to the left of element 40 in figure 2A) at the proximal end 
angling inward from the case section, a neck portion (terminating in element 40) located between 
the shoulder section and the free bore section wherein the neck portion is configured for 
accepting a cartridge having a mouth for accepting a bullet, wherein the length of the case 
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section in inherently dependent upon water weight volume of the cartridge case, the bore 
diameter of the gun barrel, and the weight of the bullet." (Emphasis added). 

The Examiner further states that "Jamison further discloses that the shoulder section 
angles inward at an angle of 30 degrees (col. 6, line 18), and a sum of the case section, shoulder 
section, neck section, and free bore section having a maximum total length of 4.0 inches (col. 4, 
lines 12-13, where the value as described in the claim is equal to L plus the section 41 . L can be 
calculated to be max at 2.35, and the section 41 is very small relative to that amount, so it does 
not exceed 4.0 inches total). Further, the case section has a length (L) of between 1.9 and 2.5 
inches, as shown above. Jamison does not disclose a 50-caliber cartridge with the 
measurements and ranges as claimed." (Emphasis added). 

Finally, the Examiner states that "Jamison discloses the claimed invention except for that 
the cartridge is a 50-caliber gun cartridge with a diameter of approximately 0.668 inches at the 
distal end and a mouth with a bore diameter of approximately .510 inches." The Examiner 
believes "[I]t would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to provide those values for a 50-caliber cartridge, since it has been held that 
discovering an optimum value of a result effective variable involves only routine skill in the 
art." (Emphasis added). 


Regarding this rejection, the Examiner also maintains that "Jamison discloses the claimed 
invention except for the water weight volume of the casing in grains multiplied by the bore 
diameter of the mouth in thousandths of an inch divided by the weight of the bullet in grains is 
greater than or equal to 1 10 and less than or equal to 145. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide the bullet properties in that 
range, since it has been held that where the general conditions of a claim are disclosed in the 
prior art, discovering the optimum or workable ranges involves only routine skill in the art." 
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Appellants believe that Jamison does not render the present invention obvious since: 1) 
the subject matter claimed in Claims 4 and 9 are not disclosed by Jamison; 2) the working ranges 
disclosed are not generated through normal testing by one skilled in the art; and 3) the disclosure 
of Jamison explicitly bars it from being appropriate prior art for the caliber bullets disclosed by 
Claims 4-13. Each of these arguments will be explored in more detail below. 

1. Subject matter claimed in Claims 4 and 9 are not disclosed by Jamison 


Appellants respectfully assert that Jamison does not disclose "wherein the length of the 
case section in inherently dependent upon water weight volume of the cartridge case, the bore 
diameter of the gun barrel, and the weight of the bullet" as claimed in Claims 4 and 9. 
(Emphasis Added). Instead, Jamison appears to simply disclose "maximizing the powder- 
carrying capacity [by having] the ratio of the overall case length L over such diameter D (i.e. 
L/D) should be no more than about 4.2." (Emphasis added). (See Column 4, lines 3-5). Thus, 
Jamison appears to disclose wherein the length of the case section is dependent upon diameter 
size without regard to weight of the bullet or the water weight of the case. This design criteria 
is unique to the present invention. As such, the disclosed invention as claimed in Claim 4 and 9, 
which utilize bullet weight and case water weight in determination of cartridge length, are novel 
and non-obvious over Jamison. 


2. The working ranges disclosed are not generated through normal testing 

To provide further support for Appellants arguments, Appellants previously submitted a 
couple of Declarations under 37 CFR 1.132 with the August 16, 2008 Response After Final. 
These Declarations are likewise reproduced herein. The first Declaration has been executed by 
Donald Wadsworth, a highly-educated firearms and ballistics expert. The second Declaration 
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has been executed by Hershel Davis, a retired decorated Navy SEAL, who is now a highly 
sought after civilian contractor for his expertise in fire arms. Davis achieved the rank of Master 
Chief during his naval career. 

These Declarations also support secondary considerations of non-obviousness including 
long felt yet unmet need, ample resources for development, unpredicted results, and imminent 
commercial success. Particularly, in Davis' declaration he stated that he "believe[s] that there is 
an immediate and strong need" for the present invention, and yet "no weapon system has been 
produced that has the greatly improved combination of efficiency and compactness with 
significant logistical savings that is granted" by the present invention despite "ample expenditure 
of financing and research in such weapons design." 

Wadsworth's declaration adds that "determining a single optimal set of dimensions for a 
50 caliber chamber. . . would be unduly burdensome." And that, as an expert in the field of arms 
design, he believes that "since the introduction of the 50 caliber BMG in 1917, many have 
assumed and accepted that firearms with large bore diameters are inherently inefficient. . . 
[hjowever, the chamber design of the present invention . . . significantly improv[es] or 
eliminat[es] all [these] inefficiencies and disadvantages." 

An obviousness determination is not the result of a rigid formula disassociated from the 
consideration of the facts of a case. Indeed, the common sense of those skilled in the art 
demonstrates why some combinations would have been obvious where others would not. See 
KSR InVl Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 U.S. (2007). "In determining whether the subject matter of a 
patent claim is obvious, neither the particular motivation nor the avowed purpose of the patentee 
controls. What matters is the objective reach of the claim." KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 
U.S. (2007)" The proper question to have asked was whether a pedal designer of ordinary skill, 
facing the wide range of needs created by developments in the field of endeavor, would have 
seen a benefit to upgrading [a prior art patent] with a sensor." KSR Int'l Co. v. Teleflex Inc., 550 
U.S. (2007). In the years since John Browning's .50 BMG was introduced, inventors have tried 
unsuccessfully to make smaller, more efficient .50 caliber cartridges to duplicate the velocity of 

the .50 BMG while solving the problems of barrel wear throat erosion, and muzzle blast. 
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Inventors have been unsuccessful until now. In view of the submitted Declarations, Appellants 
believe that Claims 4-13 are allowable under Section 103. 


3. Disclosure of Jamison explicitly bars it from being appropriate prior art 

It is impossible to use the cited reference as prior art in the manner suggested by the 
Examiner. Claim 1 of Jamison teaches a case having a first portion of cylindrical shape and a 
second portion of a narrower cylindrical shape, and a frusto-conical shoulder portion 
interconnecting the first and second portions, with the first portion having an outer case diameter 
of 0.53 inches. A case must have a minimum of approximately 0.040" difference between the 
base of the shoulder and the top of the shoulder, and the shoulder must have a minimum of a 23 
degree angle to maintain proper headspace. (Headspace is defined as the fit of a cartridge in a 
chamber measured as the distance from breech face to that part of the chamber which stops the 
case's forward movement). If a .05 1 inch diameter bullet is inserted into the case of Jamison, 
allowing .020 inches for the thickness of the casing, which is .010 on either side of the bullet, the 
outside diameter of the casing at the neck would measure .530 inches. This eliminates all 
possibility of any shoulder. Therefore there would be no way to headspace the cartridge. 

Appellants believe a case must have at least a .015 inch taper from base of the case to the 
base of the shoulder to allow for the fired cartridge to release from the gun chamber. Therefore, 
with a case that begins with a 0.53 inch outside case diameter, subtracting the minimum 0.01 
inches due to case taper, then the minimum 0.040 inch required for he frusto-conical shoulder for 
headspacing, and the .020 inch thickness of case wall, the diameter remaining at the case mouth 
of the second portion of the case of Jamison would be .455 inches. Therefore the largest 
diameter projectile insertable into the case mouth is .458 diameter. 

In the Detailed Description of the Preferred Embodiment of Jamison, paragraph 4, the 
.458 diameter bullet is the largest practical diameter discussed by Jamison for his cartridge. 
Even Jamison is pushing the envelope with the .458 bullet, knowing that a .040 inch shoulder 
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would be the smallest shoulder acceptable to one skilled in the art. In his own words, Jamison 
admits it is not practical to use a projectile with a diameter greater than .458 inches. Jamison 
appears to never have intended his invention to accept a projectile larger than .458 diameter. 
Jamison appears to have strictly designed his cartridge to use the popular hunting projectiles. 
Had Jamison's intent been to use a projectile of .510 diameter, his outside case diameter would 
have to be a minimum of .585 inches. 

Jamison appears to not intend to put a .50 caliber bullet in his cartridge. The prior art 
appears to lack any suggestion that the reference should be modified in such a manner. In fact, 
Jamison's patent is titles "High-power firearm cartridge for short-action chamber and bolt 
assembly." (Emphasis Added). The claimed invention is designed to use a standard length 
action, which puts it in a completely different category than Jamison, and would be inoperable in 
a short action. 

In addition, Jamison states in Background of the Invention: "the present invention is 
directed to a high-powered firearm cartridge of unique profile which makes it especially 
adaptable for use in a short-action firearm having a mating chamber and bolt assembly." 
Further, "[t]he present invention also provides a unique cartridge configuration which enables 
the use of a short, fat cartridge in a short-action firearm while assuring smooth and reliable 
feeding and chambering of the cartridge from a magazine." (Emphasis Added). The short 
cartridge of Jamison appears to be a modification of a conventional cartridge of longer 
narrower profile using the same quantity of powder and same bullet diameter to produce higher 
muzzle velocity. 

not a short, fat cartridge as is the cartridge of Jamison. The claimed invention provides 
a chamber for a .50 caliber that will function in a standard length action without the large 
cumbersome action that the .50 BMG cartridge requires and still maintain the muzzle velocity of 
the .50 BMG in a 26-28" barrel. The cartridge used by the claimed invention is a modification of 
the .50 BMG cartridge, based upon existing standard-length cases, using the same bullet 
diameter but approximately 120 grains less powder than the .50 BMG, and producing the same 

muzzle velocity of the .50 BMG in a case that will function through a standard length action 
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using approximately half the propellant required by the .50 BMG to achieve the same muzzle 
velocity. 

As has been explained, the cartridge of Jamison's patent does not appear to be useable in 
standard-length firearms for which chamber of the present invention is designed. Furthermore, 
Jamison's cartridge appears be not be able to be modified to be usable in standard-length action 
firearms. Finally, Jamison never appears to have intended or considered that his cartridge be 
used in standard-length action firearms. 


E. Conclusion 

In sum, Appellants believe that all pending Claims 4-13 are allowable over the cited art 
and are also in allowable form and respectfully request a Notice of Allowance for this 
application from the Appeal Board. The commissioner has been authorized to charge the Appeal 
Brief fee to our credit card (via EFS). The commissioner is authorized to charge any additional 
fees that may be due to our Deposit Account No. 50-2766 (Order No. FAS-003-US). Should the 
Appeal Board believe that a telephone conference would expedite the prosecution of this appeal; 
the undersigned can be reached at telephone number 925-570-8198. 

LAW OFFICES OF KANG S. LIM Respectfully submitted, 

3494 Camino Tassajara Road #436 /Kang S. Lim/ 

Danville, CA 94506 

Voice: (925) 570 8198 Kang S. Lim 

Facsimile: (925) 736 3974 

Attorney for Appellants 
Reg. No. 37,491 

CUSTOMER NO. 36088 
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VIII. Listing of Claims Appendix: 

What is claimed is: 

1 . (Withdrawn) A gun configured to accept an efficient 50 caliber gun cartridge having a 
proximal and distal end for propelling a projectile comprising: 

an action; 
a barrel; and 

a chamber for housing a gun cartridge comprising: 

a rimless cylindrical casing having a diameter of approximately 0.688 inches at 
the distal end and a shoulder at the proximal end angling inward as a means to allow easier 
feeding in a machine gun; 

a primer mounted on said cylindrical casing; and 

a neck portion extending distally from the shoulder wherein said neck portion has 
a mouth for accepting a projectile having a bore diameter of approximately .510 inches; 

wherein said casing has a length ranging from 1.9 inches to 2.5 inches measured 
from the primer to the mouth of said neck; and 

wherein said length of said casing is dependant upon water weight volume of said 
casing, said bore diameter of said mouth, and weight of the projectile. 

2. (Withdrawn) The gun of claim 1, wherein the chamber is configured to house the 
cartridge and the projectile with a combined maximum length of 4.0 inches. 

3. (Withdrawn) The gun of claim 1, wherein said water weight of said casing in grains 
multiplied by said bore diameter of said mouth in thousandths of an inch divided by said weight 
of the projectile in grains is greater than or equal to 1 10 and less than or equal to 145. 
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4. (Previously Presented) A gun chamber for use with a gun action and barrel, and 
configured for accepting a 50 caliber gun cartridge having a proximal and distal end for 
propelling a bullet of a pre-determined weight, the gun chamber comprising: 

a case section proximal to the gun action and configured for housing a cartridge case 
having a diameter of approximately 0.688 inches at the distal end; 

a free bore section proximal to the barrel and distal end of the cartridge case; 

a shoulder section at the proximal end angling inward from the case section; and 

a neck portion located between the shoulder section and the free bore section wherein the 
neck portion is configured for accepting a cartridge having a mouth with a bore diameter of 
approximately .510 inches for accepting a bullet; and 

wherein the length of the case section is dependant upon water weight volume of the 
cartridge case, the bore diameter of the gun barrel, and the weight of the bullet. 

5. (Previously Presented) The gun chamber recited in claim 4, wherein the water 
weight volume of the casing in grains multiplied by the bore diameter of the mouth in 
thousandths of an inch divided by the weight of the bullet in grains is greater than or equal to 1 10 
and less than or equal to 145. 

6. (Original) The gun chamber recited in claim 4, wherein the shoulder section angles 
inward at angle of 25 to 30 degrees. 

7. (Previously Presented) The gun chamber recited in claim 4, wherein a sum of the 
case section, the shoulder section, the neck section and the free bore section has a maximum total 
length of 4.0 inches. 

8. (Previously Presented) The gun chamber recited in claim 5, wherein the case 
section has a length ranging from 1.9 inches to 2.5 inches. 
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9. (Previously Presented) A method for fabricating a gun chamber for use with a gun 
action and barrel, and configured for accepting a 50 caliber gun cartridge having a proximal and 
distal end for propelling a bullet of a pre-determined weight, the method comprising: 

forming a case section proximal to the gun action and configured for housing a cartridge 
case having a diameter of approximately 0.688 inches at the distal end; 

forming a free bore section proximal to the barrel and distal end of the cartridge case; 

forming a shoulder section at the proximal end angling inward from the case section; and 

forming a neck portion located between the shoulder section and the free bore section 
wherein the neck portion is configured for accepting a cartridge having a mouth with a bore 
diameter of approximately .510 inches for accepting a bullet; and 

wherein the length of the case section is dependant upon water weight volume of the 
cartridge case, the bore diameter of the gun barrel, and the weight of the bullet. 

10. (Previously Presented) The method recited in claim 9, wherein the water weight 
volume of the casing in grains multiplied by the bore diameter of the mouth in thousandths of an 
inch divided by the weight of the bullet in grains is greater than or equal to 1 10 and less than or 
equal to 145. 

1 1 . (Previously Presented) The method recited in claim 9, wherein the shoulder section 
angles inward at angle of 25 to 30 degrees. 

12. (Previously Presented) The method recited in claim 4, wherein a sum of the case 
section, the shoulder section, the neck section and the free bore section has a maximum total 
length of 4.0 inches. 

13. (Previously Presented) The method recited in claim 10, wherein the case section 
has a length ranging from 1.9 inches to 2.5 inches. 
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IX. Evidence Appendix 


Four separate documents are attached as supplemental Evidence. These documents 
include two terminal disclaimers of double patenting, as well as two affidavits providing 
evidence of secondary considerations. The first Declaration has been executed by Donald 
Wadsworth, a highly-educated firearms and ballistics expert. The second Declaration has been 
executed by Hershel Davis, a retired decorated Navy SEAL, who is now a highly sought after 
civilian contractor. 



Application No. 10/758,845 

Appeal Brief Dated November 17, 2008 


X. Related Proceedings Appendix 

none 
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